
27.1 27.1 � The Department appreciates this comment.  Thank you. 



27.2
27.3

27.4

27.5

27.6
27.7

27.2 � The Department appreciates this comment.  Thank you.
27.3 � This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 6.2 of the Study.  Section 6.2 of the Studyrecognizes the many issues, public concerns, and uncertainties associated with ensuring the continuedprovision of long-term stewardship after property transfers.  The Department's Long-term Stewardship WorkingGroup recently identified the issue of how DOE will ensure adequate protection of human health and theenvironment at sites transferred to the private sector as one of the most important issues that should beaddressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.  This commentwill be provided to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.
27.4 � The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study.  As noted inSection 8.2 of the Study, developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study andeventually Congressional action.  Section 8.2 of the Study also provides a summary of the recent study of TrustFunds by Resources for the Future.  The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recentlyidentified funding of long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by thesenior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.  Specific funding issues identifiedby the Working Group included: (1) difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the futurebecause there is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for andreported among DOE sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism forfunding long-term stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstancesunder which DOE should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-termstewardship activities or oversight.  This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee fortheir consideration.
27.5 � The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 7.2 of the Study.  The Department has begun aprocess to more clearly identify and develop a consensus on long-term stewardship information needs anddevelop guidance for long-term stewardship information and records management.  Some informationmanagement guidance will be included in the guidance for site-specific long-term stewardship plans currentlyunder development by the Department.  This comment will be considered in these efforts.
27.6 � The Hanford Biological Resources Management Action Plan is now mentioned in the correspondingfootnote.
27.7 � As the EM mission at a site is completed, current plans call for the EM program and the site landlord (ifdifferent from EM) to develop a long-term stewardship baseline for each site.  The baseline will describe thescope of applicable long-term stewardship requirements, the technical activities and the projected schedule tomeet these requirements, and expected costs.  



27.8 27.8 � The point is noted and is consistent with Departmental procedures.



28.1 28.1 --  The Department thanks STGWG for this comment.

28.2
28.2 -- The public comment process for developing the Study has identified an important issue facing LTS.Existing laws and regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, do notclearly articulate the role of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the selection of aremedy (ROD).  At the same time, the Department recognizes that the ultimate success of LTS depends on theactive involvement of the affected parties, including local governments and Tribes.  It is important for all partiesto develop a workable approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage LTSactivities.  The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with LTS.  The Department'sLong-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most importantissues that should be addressed by the senior management LTS Steering Committee.

28.3 28.3 -- The Final Study notes the special government-to-government relationship between the federalgovernment and sovereign Tribes in a footnote in section 4.1 and in several places in Chapter 9.  The FinalStudy also notes the importance of ensuring that DOE's obligations under the Federal Indian TrustResponsibility are met during LTS in section 4.1, as a key bullet in section 6.2, and in several places in Chapter9.



28.4

28.5

28.6

28.7

28.4 -- The Department recognizes the importance of adequate mechanisms for oversight and enforcement ofLTS requirements, particularly following a change in property ownership or the organization responsible for LTS.Sites will need to understand the regulatory and legal mechanisms available for oversight and enforcement andensure that appropriate mechanisms are in place.  The process of determining appropriate oversight andenforcement mechanisms should include:  (1) Determining the regulatory requirements for LTS at each site; (2)Establishing LTS requirements into enforceable agreements with environmental regulators and localgovernments; (3) Replicating records at multiple locations (federal, state, local); and (4) Developing appropriateperformance metrics.

28.5 -- The Study includes a new text box in Chapter 2 that provides a more formal statement on the scope ofLTS and why LTS is required (i.e., the inability to achieve unrestricted use and the nature of residual hazards).

28.6 -- The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study.  As noted inSection 8.2 of the Study, developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study andeventually Congressional action.  Section 8.2 of the Study also provides a summary of the recent study of TrustFunds by Resources for the Future.  The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recentlyidentified funding of long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by thesenior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.  Specific funding issues identifiedby the Working Group included: (1) difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the futurebecause there is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for andreported among DOE sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism forfunding long-term stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstancesunder which DOE should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-termstewardship activities or oversight.  This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee fortheir consideration.
28.7 -- See response to Comment 28.6.



28.8 28.8 -- The Department received many comments that reflected varied opinions on the appropriateorganizational structure for LTS.  Opinions differ on the appropriate balance between federal vs. non-federalleadership, and between a strong central organization vs. independent field organizations.  A balance that maywork well for one site may not work well for other sites.  DOE needs to consider these different opinions as itworks on identifying roles and responsibilities for LTS.  The Department's Long-term Stewardship WorkingGroup recently identified the issue of how LTS should be managed within DOE and across the federalgovernments as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management LTSSteering Committee.



29.1

29.2

29.1 � The Department appreciates this comment.  Thank you.

29.2 � The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.1 of the Study.  The Departmentrecognizes the importance of adequate mechanisms for oversight and enforcement of long-term stewardshiprequirements, particularly following a change in property ownership or the organization responsible forstewardship. The various requirements and approaches to oversight, enforcement, and public informationupdates for long-term stewardship will be addressed by the senior management Long-term StewardshipExecutive Steering Committee during the Department's strategic planning process.  This comment will beprovided to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.



29.3

29.4
29.5

29.6

29.7

29.3 � See response to Comment 29.2.

29.4 � The decision to clean up to unrestricted use, or to meet other specific land use requirements, is made ona site-specific basis with input from regulators, stakeholders, and the public.  It is both DOE and EPA policy thatcleanup remedies should be consistent with the intended future use of the affected areas.  Chapter 2 of theStudy includes a new text box that provides a more formal statement on the scope of long-term stewardshipand why it is required (i.e., the inability to achieve unrestricted use and the nature of residual hazards).  Thegoal of long-term stewardship is to ensure continued protection of human health and the environment consistentwith applicable requirements.  The Department recognizes the many issues and public concerns associatedwith the uncertainties with planning for, documenting, and funding long-term stewardship throughout the Studyand acknowledges this comment by including it in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study.
29.5 � The focus of this Study is to discuss the challenges the Department will need to address for sites withlong-term stewardship responsibilities.
29.6 � The Department agrees that site-specific long-term stewardship planning and decision documents shouldclearly identify problems, remedial objectives, and long-term stewardship implications to the extent feasible.Section 3.2 of the Study has been revised to emphasize this point.  The Department acknowledges thiscomment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study.  Chapter 4 of the Study discusses DOE's current policyrequiring sites to conduct long-term stewardship planning.

29.7 � See response to Comment 29.6.



29.8
29.9

29.10
29.11

29.12

29.13
29.14
29.15

29.8 � See response to Comment 29.2.
29.9 � The Department agrees with the comment to select only remedies that meet the goal of protectiveness ofhuman health and the environment as required by environmental laws.  However, the Development alsorecognizes LTS must consider many other factors as well.
29.10 � The Department issued the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) Report, entitled A Report toCongress on Long-term Stewardship, in January 2001 (DOE/EM-0563).  The Report to Congress and the Studywere prepared as separate documents because the required scope for each was different.  The primary focus ofthe Report to Congress was site-specific requirements; the primary focus of the Study was common nationalissues.  Nonetheless, the two reports are complementary to one another, and the public is encouraged to readboth documents.  The Report to Congress can be useful for certain common long-term stewardship analyses,such as evaluating long-term stewardship needs.  Similarly, the Department has added a text box to Chapter 2of the Study providing an overview of the overall scope of DOE's long-term stewardship responsibilities.  Thecost estimates from the Report to Congress have been incorporated into Section 8.1 of the Study.  They werenot in the Draft Study because the cost information in the Report to Congress was not final prior to publicationof the Draft Study.  The Department anticipates that life-cycle cost estimates will improve over time as DOEmoves forward with planning and implementing long-term stewardship.  For the Report to Congress, each sitewas strongly encouraged to work with local stakeholders during the preparation of site-specific cost estimates.The Study is not the appropriate document to respond to specific comments on the Report to Congress or onthe public comment process used to develop the Report.  The Department encourages members of the public tocomment on their respective site's cost estimate through established public involvement mechanisms at eachsite.
29.11 � The Department evaluated the specific suggestion made in this comment but chose not to revise theStudy in response.
29.12 � See response to Comment 29.2.
29.13 � This distinction has been addressed in the text.
29.14 � This point has been included in the text.
29.15 � The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 2.1 of the Study.  In the Paths toClosure documents, the Department defined completion of cleanup projects explicitly as the situation in which"deactivation or decommissioning of all facilities currently in the EM program has been completed, excludingany long-term surveillance and monitoring; all releases to the environment have been cleaned up in accordancewith agreed-upon cleanup standards; groundwater contamination has been contained, or long-term treatment ormonitoring is in place; nuclear material and spent fuel have been stabilized and/or placed in safe long-termstorage; and "legacy" waste (i.e., waste produced by past nuclear weapons production activities and relatedresearch and development, with the exception of high-level waste) has been disposed of in an approvedmanner."  Therefore, long-term stewardship responsibilities clearly begin when cleanup ends.  The start of long-term stewardship is relatively easy to define at a relatively small site with a single cleanup project, but it is moredifficult to define at large, complex sites with multiple cleanup projects that may span decades.  Exhibit 5-3 ofthe Study also addresses this issue.  The Department agrees that the distinction between completion of cleanupand start of LTS is not always clear in the site Project Baseline Summaries (PBS) and similar systems,especially at large sites with multiple areas undergoing remediation.  The Department agrees with the commentthat LTS planning begins before the start of cleanup; this is discussed explicitly in Section 6.1.3 of the Study.The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the issue of developing aconsistent, consensus definition of long-term stewardship, including when long-term stewardship begins, as oneof the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term StewardshipExecutive Steering Committee.



29.16

29.17

29.18

29.19
29.20

29.21
29.22
29.23

29.16 � This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 6.2 of the Study.  Section 6.2 of the Studyrecognizes the many issues, public concerns, and uncertainties associated with ensuring the continuedprovision of long-term stewardship after property transfers.  The Department's Long-term Stewardship WorkingGroup recently identified the issue of how DOE will ensure adequate protection of human health and theenvironment at sites transferred to the private sector as one of the most important issues that should beaddressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.  This commentwill be provided to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.  The Department agrees thataccurate cost estimates should be independent of property ownership.
29.17 � Long-term stewardship planning (see Chapter 4 of the Study) and remedy selection decisions are doneon a site-specific basis with input from regulators, stakeholders, and the public.  As noted in Exhibit 3-1 of theStudy, the criteria used to evaluate remedial alternatives include long-term effectiveness and cost-effectiveness.The long-term effectiveness of institutional controls is one of the criteria for evaluating long-term stewardshiprequirements during remedy selection that have been suggested in guidance developed by DOE, EPA, and theDepartment of Defense (DoD) and in recommendations forwarded to the Department (see Exhibits 3-2 and 3-3in the Study).  The Department also has identified the need to promote new science and technologydevelopment to help address the uncertainties associated with maintenance of institutional and engineeredcontrols.  The Department acknowledges the public concerns about long-term effectiveness in a text box inSection 3.2 of the Study.  The issue of uniform or national standards for cleanup is beyond the scope of thisStudy because this document focuses on long-term stewardship.
29.18 � The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 5.3 of the Study.  The Department agrees thatan active presence at a given site will make it easier to enforce institutional controls, but does not agree that it isrequired in all cases to perform LTS effectively.
29.19 � As noted in Section 4.2.2 of the Study, Site-specific long-term stewardship plans are required by law foruranium mill tailings sites and must be approved by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.  The Department alsorequests the development of a site-specific long-term stewardship plan before accepting long-term stewardshipresponsibilities for any site.  As the EM mission at a site is completed, current plans call for the EM programand the site landlord (if different from EM) to develop a long-term stewardship baseline for each site.  Thebaseline will describe the scope of applicable long-term stewardship requirements, the technical activities andthe projected schedule to meet these requirements, and expected costs.  
29.20 � The Department evaluated the specific suggestion made in this comment but chose not to revise theStudy in response.
29.21 � The first bullet in this section now includes this idea.
29.22 � The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 7.2 of the Study.  The Department has begun aprocess to more clearly identify and develop a consensus on long-term stewardship information needs anddevelop guidance for long-term stewardship information and records management.  Some informationmanagement guidance will be included in the guidance for site-specific long-term stewardship plans currentlyunder development by the Department.  This comment will be considered in these efforts.
29.23 � This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 7.2 of the Study.  The Department agrees thatmuseums may be a way to meet legal requirements to maintain an information repository and to provideknowledge about sites to communities during long-term stewardship.  Museums already exist at certain DOEsites (e.g., Sandia National Laboratory, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, andthe Hanford Site), although information management is not currently part of their mission.  The advantages anddisadvantages of establishing a museum need to be assessed on a site-specific basis, since museums are notappropriate for all sites.  The establishment of an information repository is a separate mission but could beincorporated with the development of a museum, visitor's center, or library.  The Department agrees with thespecific comment that a discussion of museums is not "out of scope" and has included such a discussion inSection 7.2 of the Study.  Any decision to establish a museum at a specific site would need to consider issuessuch as mission, location, and funding sources, but the Department has not developed a policy on this.  Thiscomment will be provided to the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee fortheir consideration.



29.23

29.24
29.25

29.26

29.27
29.28
29.29

29.30

29.24 � The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.1 of the Study.  The Departmentagrees that more information is needed on the scope of future long-term stewardship activities and better life-cycle cost estimates are needed.  The Study incorporates the cost estimates from the Report to Congress onLong-term Stewardship and discusses the basis for these estimates.  Accurate cost estimates are critical forlong-term stewardship, particularly for ensuring accountability for the technical scope of the program.  TheReport to Congress on Long-term Stewardship is only the first step in developing the necessary cost figures.The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified funding of long-term stewardshipas one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-termStewardship Executive Steering Committee.  Specific funding issues identified by the Working Group includeddifficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future because there is no consistentprocedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and reported among DOE sites.  Thiscomment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.
29.25 � See response to Comment 29.24.
29.26 � The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study.  As noted inSection 8.2 of the Study, developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study andeventually Congressional action.  Section 8.2 of the Study also provides a summary of the recent study of TrustFunds by Resources for the Future.  The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recentlyidentified funding of long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by thesenior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.  Specific funding issues identifiedby the Working Group included: (1) difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the futurebecause there is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for andreported among DOE sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism forfunding long-term stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstancesunder which DOE should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-termstewardship activities or oversight.  This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee fortheir consideration.
29.27 � The Department agrees with this point of clarification where stewardship activities are required for siteswith land use restrictions to prevent potential exposures to hazardous substances. However, even sites cleanedup to unrestricted use will require record keeping on past site uses.
29.28 � This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 9.1 of the Study.  The definition of "affectedparties" in Chapter 1 of the Study was broadened to include regional concerns.  Section 4.1 and Chapter 9 ofthe Study acknowledge the special government-to-government relationship between the federal governmentand Tribal governments.  Chapter 9 of the Study also acknowledges the importance of ensuring that the federalIndian Trust Responsibilities and federal treaty obligations are met.
29.29 � See response to Comment 29.10.
29.30 � See response to Comment 29.10.




